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Abstract — The European Union single liquidity standards - 
Liquidity Coverage Ratio and Net Stable Funding Ratio – point out 
household deposits as preferred, stable funding for credit 
institutions, under normal and stress conditions. The 
introduction of standards affects not only funding stability of 
entities, but also their future development opportunities. In 
countries with populations of low propensity to hold deposits this 
impact is expected to be negative. 
The implementation of common standards in a group of 
diverse countries of the Eurozone seems to be a task of 
compromised effectiveness. During the last financial and 
economic crises individual populations were unequally capable to 
place deposits with credit institutions, leading to significant 
differences in their average levels per capita in the member 
states.  
The aim of this paper is to identify the determinants of the 
Eurozone’s geographic disparities in the populations’ ability to 
provide deposits to domestic credit institutions, in selected years: 
2006, 2008 and 2012. The indicated periods refer to significantly 
different macroeconomic background.  
The results of empirical analysis demonstrate the priority 
impact of precise variables, referred to the financial market and 
national economies on the formation of the levels of household 
deposits per capita in the Euro area. The variables representing 
household features appear as less important for the considered 
problem.  
Keywords — household deposits; banks; credit institutions; 
monetary financial institutions; liquidity standards; funding 
stability; LCR; NSFR 
I.  INTRODUCTION  
Before 2007, European banks were characterized by clear 
tendency to finance their increasing assets with short-term 
funds from wholesale markets. Such activity weakened their 
ability to deal with liquidity crisis and intensified systemic risk. 
Its result was the banking crisis, which led to the involvement 
of central banks to stabilize money markets, as well as 
governments - to rescue individual credit institutions and to 
strengthen national deposit guarantee schemes. The final 
outcome was the belief that an access to stable funding is a 
guarantor of entities’ safety during the turmoil. 
The new liquidity standards of the package CRDIV/CRR 
[1], [2] - Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR) and Net Stable 
Funding Ratio (NSFR) - pay special attention to household 
deposits, emphasizing their stable nature, under both: normal 
and stress conditions. This is reflected in announced low 
“outflow rates” of LCR and proposed high “stability weights” 
of NSFR. The standards brought equal significance of 
household deposits across the Eurozone in reporting on credit 
institutions’ funding stability. Until now, the deposits’ shares in 
balance sheet totals of domestic sectors have remained 
differentiated [3]. It means that in some countries, the 
fulfillment of supervisory requirements, as well as the future 
development of credit institutions will require intense deposit 
inflow – from local sources or from abroad. This may lead to 
the increased competition (including cross-border) for 
household deposits. The comparison of the member states in 
terms of the availability of this stable funding can be based on 
average levels of household deposits per capita, which reflect 
individuals’ willingness and/or ability to possess deposits. 
The aim of this paper is to identify the stimuli of the 
geographical differentiation of average levels of household 
deposits per capita placed in monetary financial institutions 
(MFIs) in 17 Euro area member states. The research period 
covers the time: prior to the financial and economic crises 
(2006); banking crisis (2008); sovereign debt crisis, economic 
breakdown and common works on new supervisory 
arrangements (2012). The year 2008 refers to the assumptions 
of LCR – unexpected liquidity shortage during the banking 
crisis, while the others may be related to NSFR. It is important 
to examine whether the constant set of factors (informing about 
the financial market, national economies, and socio-economic 
characteristics of households) was responsible for the spatial 
differentiation of the levels of household deposits per capita in 
all pointed years or whether the specified factors emerged as 
decisive in individual periods. Proving the correctness of any 
of above variants allows to assess the significance of the 
changing environment for the availability of analyzed funds. 
The selection of the Eurozone countries (Austria, Belgium, 
Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia, 
Slovenia and Spain) is due to the availability of the data in the 
European Central Bank’s and the Eurostat’s databases [4], [5].  
The paper is organized as follows: (II) related literature; 
(III) regulatory approach to the problem of household deposits’ 
stability; (IV) description of research methods and variables 
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applied in the study; (V) the results of empirical analysis on the 
determinants of the levels of household deposits per capita in 
the Eurozone; conclusions (VI). 
 
II. RELATED LITERATURE 
 
The ongoing debate on post-crisis amendments to banking 
regulations has its place in the literature, but it is primarily 
dedicated to capital adequacy and its macroeconomic impact. 
The liquidity regulations has remained in the background of 
this discussion, resulting with papers focused mainly on: the 
impact of liquidity risk on financial market [6], [7]; the 
necessity of the introduction of supervisory liquidity standards 
[8], [9]; the significance of different bank funding sources 
[10], [11].  
The problem of the heterogeneity of credit institutions’ 
access to household deposits in the Eurozone and its 
determinants in the context of the single regulatory solutions is 
new and has not been described in the literature. The main 
reason is a lack of common liquidity standards in the Euro 
area in the period preceding the financial crisis (the 
Netherlands was the only member state with its own national 
equivalent [12]). This problem should be regarded as 
particularly important due to the entities’ obligation to fulfill 
the liquidity standards within next few years, as well as the 
impact of the standards on their future development 
opportunities in individual countries. 
 
III. REGULATORY APPROACH TO THE STABILITY OF 
HOUSEHOLD DEPOSITS  
 
The package CRD IV / CRR have set the framework for the 
single supervisory regulations in terms of funding stability of 
credit institutions. The process of developing detailed technical 
solutions has not been completed yet. Those already adopted 
relate to the Liquidity Coverage Ratio and define adequate 
liquidity of entities during 30-day period, assuming a scenario 
of idiosyncratic and market-wide stress. They emphasize the 
stability of household deposits by assigning them lower 
outflow rates than other liabilities of credit institutions. For the 
second liquidity standard - Net Stable Funding Ratio, the 
detailed guidance has not been announced yet. It imposes on 
credit institutions the obligation of having adequate and stable 
funding structure in long term. Its important elements are retail 
deposits with proposed high “stability weights”, which quality 
depends (as in LCR) on conditions of their placement and 
relationship between credit institution and depositor.  
According to the decision of the European Commission 
(EC) on the LCR [13], the “outflow rate” for stable household 
deposits in the EU is established at the level of 5%, with the 
possibility of its reduction to 3% from 1st January 2019. 
However, it refers to the funds covered by deposit guarantee 
schemes that meet additionally one of the following criteria: 
 They constitute a part of established relationship with 
clients making withdrawals highly unlikely i.e.: depositor 
has a contractual relationship with the credit institution of at 
least 12 months duration; depositor has a borrowing 
relationship with the credit institution for residential loans 
or other long term loans; depositor has at least one active 
product, other than loan, with the credit institution; 
 They are held on transactional accounts. 
The future application of the underestimated “outflow rate”, 
is made dependent on the decision of the European 
Commission and the quality of the national deposit guarantee 
scheme. The latter must be characterized by: the features 
described in Article 10 of Directive 2014/49/EU [14]; ready 
access to additional funding (from public and private sources) 
in the event of a large call on its reserves; seven working day 
repayment period as referred to in Article 8 (1) of Directive 
2014/49/EU. The remaining stable household deposits, 
including those covered by the guarantee schemes, but not 
satisfying the additional criteria, are attributed with the outflow 
rate of 10%.  
The scales of outflows for sensitive household deposits are 
defined in rates ranging from 10% to 20%. Despite their higher 
levels, they stand out against the outflow assigned to other 
liabilities of credit institutions. According to the EC, the 
conditions significantly limiting the stability of household 
deposits are as follows: 1. the sum of all client’s deposits in 
credit institution exceeds EUR 500 000; 2. the deposit is an 
internet only account;  3. the deposit offers an interest rate that 
fulfils any of the following conditions: the rate significantly 
exceeds the average rate for similar retail products, or its return 
is derived from the return on a market index or set of indices or 
its return is derived from any market variable other than a 
floating interest rate; 4. the deposit was originally placed as 
fixed-term with an expiry date maturing the 30 calendar day 
period or the deposit presents a fixed notice period shorter than 
30 calendar days, in accordance with contractual arrangements; 
5. depositor is not a resident of the European Union; currency - 
other than EUR or domestic currencies of the member states. In 
case of the characteristic indicated in point 1 or two features 
from points 2-5, the outflow rate for deposit is assumed to 
range from 10% to 15%. However, if the deposit corresponds 
to point 1 and additionally at least one of the features from 
points 2-5, or it has at least three features from points 1-5, the 
stated outflow rate vary from 15% to 20%. The same range is 
adopted for deposits of non-recognized features. The highest 
outflow rate of 100% is established only for cancellable 
deposits with a residual maturity of less than 30 calendar days 
and where payouts have been agreed to another credit 
institution.  
Comparing the above rates with the rates characterizing 
other debt sources of credit institutions, it can be concluded 
that the new regulatory environment highlights household 
deposits as the decisive funding for the future safety and 
development of these entities. 
IV. DATA AND METHODOLOGY  
 
The analysis of the determinants of heterogeneity of 
average levels of household deposits per capita in the Euro area 
is related to the entire set of 17 countries, and it is focused on 
selected years: 2006, 2008 and 2012.   
The proposed variables for each member state are divided 
into 4 groups referred to: household deposits, households’ 
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characteristics, national economies, and financial market in 17 
member states. Their annual values come from the ECB’s and 
the Eurostat’s databases. Some of the values are calculated per 
person, to eliminate the impact of significant differences in the 
sizes of populations.  
The first set of variables expresses average annual levels of 
different categories of household deposits per person, placed 
with MFIs, such as: total deposits per capita, deposits 
redeemable up to 3 months per capita, deposits redeemable 
over 3 months per capita, deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 
years per capita, deposits with agreed maturity over 2 years per 
capita, overnight deposits (ON) per capita. The average annual 
values are calculated on the basis of monthly data available in 
the ECB’s database. The division of total deposits into above 
subtypes corresponds with the European Banking Authority’s 
(EBA’s) [15] statement, that the lowest volatility during the 
banking crisis happened to overnight deposits, slightly larger – 
to saving deposits (redeemable at notice), and the most 
significant – to those with agreed maturity. The selection of 
data for MFI sectors is due to a lack of core data for credit 
institutions. However, the dominant part of household deposits 
is placed with credit institutions.  
Annual information on households is provided by the 
following variables: average size of a household, total 
household consumption expenditure per capita, household 
consumption expenditure on durable goods per capita, 
household consumption expenditure on semi-durable goods per 
capita, household consumption expenditure on non-durable 
goods per capita, household consumption expenditure on 
services per capita, household debts from loans per capita, 
households at risk of poverty or social exclusion (% of 
population), average net income, saving rate. Some of them 
take the form of dummy variables i.e.: intention of buying a car 
over the next 12 months, intention of buying or building a 
house within the next 12 months, intention of renovating a 
house/flat during the next 12 months. The data come from the 
Eurostat’s database. 
The national economies are characterized by the variables, 
such as: GDP per capita, general government debt/GDP, net 
saving per capita, unemployment rate, employment rate, rate of 
inflation (HICP), population of the country. All above are 
annual data from the Eurostat’s database.  
Financial market is described by means of: MFIs’ assets per 
capita (average annual values calculated on the basis of the 
ECB’s monthly data), MFIs’ average interest rate for ON 
deposits, share price indices and long term government bond 
yields (annual data from the Eurostat’s database).  
The linkages between variables are analyzed on the basis of 
Pearson’s correlation coefficients. Using regression models 
[16], [17], I make an attempt to identify the variables, 
statistically significantly affecting the average levels of 
household deposits per capita in the Eurozone, in the years: 
2006, 2008 and 2012. The research relates to the entire set of 
countries (the country is a statistical unit). Testing linear and 
exponential models, the best results, in statistical sense, are 
obtained for linear models in two following variants: 
 variant A – simple regression model for particular type of 
household deposits per capita: 
   yi = β0+β1xi+ɛi   (1) 
where: 
yi –value of analyzed type of household deposits per capita in i-
th member state; xi - value of selected explanatory variable in i-
th country; ɛi – residual; 
 variant B – multiple regression model for specific type of 
deposit (stepwise regression determines the input of 
explanatory variables): 
yi = β0+β1xi1+ β2xi2+…+ βkxik+ɛi  (2) 
where: 
xij - value of j-th explanatory variable in i-th country 
(i=1,2,…,17). 
  
V. RESULTS OF EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 
 
The correlation coefficients confirm strong linkages between 
selected types of deposits per capita: total; with agreed maturity 
up to 2 years; ON. They result from the fact, that the total 
levels of household deposits in the Euro area were formed 
mainly by those latter forms. The relationship between ON 
deposits per capita and total deposits per capita in all years 
remains positive and close to one. It should be noted that for 
the last year, the correlation coefficient of deposits with agreed 
maturity up to 2 years per capita and total deposits per capita is 
significantly lower (0.63) than for previous years.  
The above categories of deposits also appear as statistically 
correlated (Table 1) with some variables from the groups 2-4 
which are proposed as explanatory variables to the regression 
models. They refer to the economic situation of the country 
(GDP per capita, net saving per capita), the living conditions 
(average net income, saving rate, average household size) and 
the financial market (MFIs’ average interest rates for ON 
deposits, share price indices and MFIs’ assets per capita). 
TABLE I.  PEARSON’S CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR HOUSEHOLD 
DEPOSITS PER CAPITA (BY TYPE) AND SELECTED VARIABLES, IN THE YEARS 
2006, 2008 AND 2012 
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TD pc – total deposit per capita; DR1 pc - deposits redeemable up to 3M per 
capita; DR2 pc - deposits redeemable over 3M per capita;  DAM1 pc - 
deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 Y per capita;  DAM2 pc - deposits with 
agreed maturity over 2 Y per capita; ON pc - ON deposits per capita; GDP pc 
- GDP per capita; ANI - average net income; MFI ON% - MFIs’ average 
interest rates for ON deposits; SPI - share price indices; MFI A pc - MFIs’ 
assets per capita; SR - saving rate; NS pc - net saving per capita; AHS - 
average size of household. 
(-) statistically insignificant values. 
Source: Own calculations based on ECB’s and Eurostat’s data. 
The econometric models (1) and (2) allow to explain the 
geographical differentiation of the average levels of household 
deposits per capita across the Eurozone, in the years: 2006, 
2008 and 2012 (Table 2). The results from the single regression 
model are presented in order of the values of coefficient of 
determination (R2). In all cases, the significant impact of the 
explanatory variable on the analyzed category of household 
deposits per capita is confirmed (p-level). In the second model 
(2), a part of explanatory variables remains correlated with 
each other, causing their reduction. The explanatory variables 
are presented in the order of the strength of their impact on the 
dependent variable. 
A. Total deposits per capita  
The results from regression model (1) show that the 
average levels of total deposits per capita in the Eurozone in all 
years used to remain under significant influence of the 
following variables: MFIs’ assets per capita; GDP per capita; 
net saving per capita; ON deposits per capita; deposits with 
agreed maturity up to 2 years per capita; average net income. 
Individual regression equations explain from 40% to 93% of 
the total geographical diversification of the dependent variable. 
The impacts of ON deposits per capita and deposits with 
agreed maturity up to 2 years per capita are due to their high 
share in the total deposits per capita within all three years. The 
influence of this second category is highlighted, in particular, 
in equations for the years: 2006 and 2008. For 2012, this 
impact becomes reduced due to the dynamic growth of total 
deposits, caused by the interest of the Eurozone residents in 
shorter-term deposits. The results confirm the importance of 
the condition of the financial market (measured by MFIs’ 
assets per capita and MFIs’ average interest rate for ON 
deposits - 2006), and the economic condition of the countries 
(defined as GDP per capita, net saving per capita) for the 
formation of the dependent variable. In addition, household 
characteristics, e.g. average net income, significantly affected 
the geographical diversification of total deposits per capita in 
the Eurozone. 
Multiple regression equations prove different mechanisms 
of the formation of total deposits per capita across the 
Eurozone in analyzed periods. The results for 2006 display, 
that the dependent variable has remained under the influence 
(in order of its strength) of: deposits with agreed maturity up to 
2 years per capita, the MFIs’ assets per capita and average net 
income per capita. The equation explains 97.5% of the 
divergence of the analyzed variable in a group of surveyed 
countries. It should be noted that the intercept is statistically 
insignificant. In the equation for 2008, there are two 
statistically significant explanatory variables: deposits with 
agreed maturity up to 2 years per capita and GDP per capita. It 
explains 98% of the geographical differentiation in total 
household deposits per capita. The parameter BETA (for 
standardized variables) indicates the dominant role of the 
deposits. The regression equation for 2012 recognizes the 
importance of the same variables as the previous one, but with 
reverse influence (GDP per capita is decisive). The equation 
interprets 95.7% of the diversity of total deposits per capita in 
the Eurozone. Statistical criteria (high significance of the 
estimated structural parameters and the parameters of 
stochastic structures) indicate that it thoroughly explains the 
formation of the dependent variable across the Eurozone. 
Concluding, the models (1) and (2) allow to identify a 
group of variables, positively affecting the average levels of 
total deposits per capita in the Eurozone in analyzed years. 
Higher values of the regressand characterized those member 
states that distinguished in the studied periods with relatively 
higher levels of economic and financial development, but also 
living standards. This denies a popular theorem that in 
developed countries, households are focused on more 
sophisticated forms of savings and they marginalize their 
deposits in banks. Strong interactions of deposits with agreed 
maturity up to 2 years per capita and ON deposits per capita 
result from their dominant position in the structure of total 
deposits per capita. The variant A of the regression model 
shows that before the financial crisis, the dependent variable 
was influenced by MFIs’ average interest rate for ON deposits. 
The appearance and intensification of financial and economic 
destabilization contributed to the loss of importance of returns 
on investments and drew households’ attention to other 
deposits’ feature –safety. 
B. ON deposits per capita  
It is worth remembering that the EBA defines this category 
as the most stable under stress. The regression model in variant 
A (1) points out that during the years: 2006, 2008 and 2012, the 
levels of overnight deposits per capita across the Eurozone 
remained under influence of: MFIs’ assets per capita; total 
deposits per capita; GDP per capita; net saving per capita; 
average net income. The regression equations explain from 
36% to 97% of the diversity of the dependent variable. In the 
years 2006 and 2008, the regressand was also under the 
influence of the levels of deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 
years per capita. However, the changes in economic condition 
of the countries and investment preferences of the populations 
in 2012 caused a lack of correlation between these variables. 
Moreover, during the banking crisis in 2008, the ON deposits 
per capita remained under the influence of MFIs’ average 
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interest rates, but the intercept of the regression equation turned 
out to be statistically insignificant. This is the only year from 
the three analyzed, in which households considered the 
profitability as a decisive factor in placing the deposits with 
MFIs despite their short-term nature. The highest levels were 
observed in the countries of relatively high interest rates. In the 
equations for the years: 2006 and 2008, in which the 
explanatory variables are: total deposits, deposits with agreed 
maturity up to 2 years and average net income, intercepts 
remain statistically insignificant, thus the informational value 
of the equations is limited. In the equation for 2012, the impact 
of deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 years on the formation 
of ON deposits per capita is not proved. In other equations for 
the last year all parameters are found to be statistically 
significant. All identified explanatory variables positively 
influenced the levels of ON deposits per capita in the 
Eurozone, in all years. This means that, among others, the 
maturity of the MFI sectors (measured by the values of their 
assets) fostered the growth of these short-term deposits. The 
economic situation of the countries also constituted the factor 
positively affecting the willingness of individuals to keep a part 
of their incomes in the form of liquid deposits. 
The variant B of linear model (2) allows to explain more 
than 97% of geographic diversity of the levels of ON deposits 
per capita during the banking crisis (Table 2). Dominant 
influence is found in MFIs’ assets per capita, with additional 
impact of MFIs’ average interest rates for ON deposits. The 
trials to construct a multiple regression model of ON deposits 
per capita for the years: 2006 and 2012 prove a failure.  
C. Deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 years per capita  
In 2006 and 2008, the average levels of deposits with 
agreed maturity up to 2 years per capita in the Eurozone 
remained under the influence of: total deposits per capita; GDP 
per capita; MFIs’ assets per capita; ON deposits per capita; net 
saving per capita. The regression equations explain from 54% 
to 93% of the differentiation of deposit values per capita across 
the Eurozone (Table 2). They point out a significant impact of 
domestic economic and financial conditions on the dependent 
variable, as well as selected categories of deposits.  
The results for 2012 confirm the importance of the MFIs’ 
ON interest rates and the situation on the major stock 
exchanges. These equations explain respectively 55% and 44% 
of the analyzed geographical differentiation of deposits’ levels 
per capita. It should be noted that the value of the dependent 
variable was under a negative influence of the prevailing 
situation on the capital market in 2012. Visible signs of 
recovery in a part of the countries favored redirecting there the 
sums previously located on bank accounts.  
The construction of regression model in variant B turns out 
to be unsuccessful in statistical sense.   
D. Other categories of household deposits per capita  
The regression equations in variant A of other, less 
important categories of household deposits in the Eurozone 
reveal only a weak influence of some explanatory variables. 
Noteworthy are the models describing the formation of 
deposits redeemable up to 3 months per capita and deposits 
redeemable over 3 months per capita. These two categories are 
assessed by the EBA as moderately stable under stress. In 2006 
and 2012, the latter was affected by MFIs’ ON interest rates, 
but the coefficients of determination are only 29% and 38%. In 
2008 and 2012, the deposits redeemable up to 3 months per 
capita were under the influence of an average size of a 
household. In both cases the impact of the explanatory variable 
proves to be negative and relatively poor (R2 = 25%).  
TABLE 2. REGRESSION RESULTS (VARIANT A AND B) FOR SELECTED TYPES OF 
HOUSEHOLD DEPOSITS PER CAPITA IN THE EUROZONE (2006, 2008, 2012) 
 B Std. error t-Statistic p-value 
TD pc - 2006 (variant A) 
Constant 
































































R-squared 0.62;  S.E. of regression 11837.0 
Constant 









R-squared 0.47;  S.E. of regression 14054.0 






















R-squared 0.92;  S.E. of regression 6392.6 
Constant 










































R-squared 0.56;  S.E. of regression 14916.0 











R-squared 0.86;  S.E. of regression 7302.7 
Constant 





















































R-squared 0.40;  S.E. of regression 15177.0 
ON pc - 2006 (variant A) 
Constant 









R-squared 0.95;  S.E. of regression 1923.0 
Constant -902.01 1024.90 -0.880 0.3937 
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TD pc 0.43 0.04 10.726 0.0000 












































R-squared 0.54;  S.E. of regression 5985.1 
ON pc - 2008 (variant A) 
Constant 
































































R-squared 0.50;  S.E. of regression 6204.6 
Constant 









R-squared 0.36;  S.E. of regression 7004.8 
ON pc - 2012 (variant A) 
Constant 





















































R-squared 0.48;  S.E. of regression 10968.0 











R-squared 0.90;  S.E. of regression 3425.8 
Constant 










































R-squared 0.54;  S.E. of regression 7237.7 






















R-squared 0.87;  S.E. of regression 4865.2 
Constant 4177.83 1322.39 3.159 0.0065 
MFI A pc 0.02 0.00 9.744 0.0000 






















R-squared 0.60;  S.E. of regression 8652.4 
DAM1 pc – 2012 (variant A) 
Constant 




















R-squared 0.44;  S.E. of regression 5481.5 











R-squared 0.25;  S.E. of regression 3671.4 











R-squared 0.25;  S.E. of regression 5259.0 
DR2 pc - 2006 (variant A) 
Constant 









R-squared 0.29;  S.E. of regression 306.60 
DR2 pc – 2012 (variant A) 
Constant 









R-squared 0.38;  S.E. of regression 258.63 
 
TD pc - 2006 (variant B) 



































R-squared 0.98;  S.E. of regression =3319.1 
TD pc - 2008 (variant B) 




























R-squared 0.98;  S.E. of regression =2986.2 
TD pc – 2012 (variant B)  




























R-squared 0.96;  S.E. of regression =4194.8 
ON pc - 2008 (variant B) 








MFI A pc 



















R-squared 0.97;  S.E. of regression =1503.5 
 
TD pc – total deposit per capita; DR1 pc - deposits redeemable up to 3M per 
capita; DR2 pc - deposits redeemable over 3M per capita;  DAM1 pc - 
deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 Y per capita;  DAM2 pc - deposits with 
agreed maturity over 2 Y per capita; ON pc - ON deposits per capita; GDP pc 
- GDP per capita; ANI - average net income; MFI ON% - MFIs’ average 
interest rates for ON deposits; SPI - share price indices; MFI A pc - MFIs’ 
assets per capita; SR - saving rate; NS pc - net saving per capita; AHS - 
average size of household. 
Source: Own calculations based on ECB’s and Eurostat’s data. 
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The study identifies the variables responsible for the 
heterogeneity of average levels of household deposits per 
capita across the Eurozone in 2006, 2008 and 2012. The 
research periods refer to the assumptions in the single liquidity 
standards:  LCR focuses on credit institutions’ funding stability 
in time of stress like the one observed in 2008, while NSFR 
focuses on entities’ liquidity in longer periods of time, so it 
relates to the remaining years.  
The results of regression equations of total household 
deposits per capita in variant A show that their different 
average levels in the Eurozone countries in all years were 
influenced by the disparities in the average levels of some 
deposit subtypes per capita, including: ON deposits (assessed 
by the EBA as the most stable under stress) and deposits with 
agreed maturity up to 2 years (rated by the EBA as the least 
stable under stress). Their impact resulted from their dominant 
share in total deposits per capita. 
The equations in variant A of the following deposits per 
capita: total, ON, and with agreed maturity up to 2 years for 
2006, 2008, and 2012 provide similar set of explanatory 
variables. Thus, during the banking crisis there were no 
specific features influencing the average levels of household 
deposits per capita. Apart from some types of deposits, the 
regressands refer to the conditions of national economies (e.g. 
GDP per capita, net saving per capita), and the financial market 
(e.g. MFIs’ assets per capita). According to the above, the 
identified explanatory variables can be perceived as constant 
stimuli of the diversified average levels of these deposits per 
capita in the Eurozone, regardless of the prevailing conditions. 
However the strength of their impact in each year was not 
homogenous, but always positive. The only exception from the 
above conclusion are deposits with agreed maturity up to 2 
years per capita in 2012. The disparities in their average levels 
were caused by the differences in: MFIs’ ON rates and stock 
price indices. It is worth noted that the geographical 
differentiation of the levels of total deposits per capita and ON 
deposits per capita in all years were also under the influence of 
one household feature – average net income.  
According to the results from the model in variant B, the 
disparities in the average levels of total household deposits per 
capita in the Eurozone in all years were caused by the 
differences in the average levels of deposits with agreed 
maturity up to 2 years per capita. Additionally, the 
heterogeneity of total deposits per capita in selected years is 
explained by the differences in: MFIs’ assets per capita and 
average net incomes (2006); GDP per capita (2008 and 2012). 
Regarding the average levels of ON deposits per capita in 
2008, their differentiation is explained by the financial market 
features – MFIs’ assets per capita and MFIs’ average ON rates.   
Concluding, the household characteristics appear in the 
models of both variants as explanatory variables of lesser 
significance. The positive impact of the economic condition of 
the countries, as well as the situation on the financial market on 
the average levels of household deposits per capita in the 
Eurozone abolishes popular theorem that deposits, which 
represent the simplest form of financial assets are characteristic 
mostly for households’ portfolios in emerging countries with 
weak financial markets. This allows to assume, that the future 
recovery of the member states in both defined dimensions may 
lead to the increased availability of household deposits to credit 
institutions and to easier compliance with NSFR. In case of 
LCR, during the liquidity shortages in the Euro area, the most 
stable funding should characterize credit institutions in those 
developed countries which financial markets are the most 
resilient. Moreover, the results show that the heterogeneity of 
populations’ propensity to place deposits with credit 
institutions may persist as long as the economic condition of 
the Eurozone is spatially diverse and the single financial 
market is under development. Leveling the conditions of 
countries is a difficult and lengthy task. On this background, 
the implementation of the single funding stability requirements 
may favor in the next years the credit institutions from selected 
Euro area member states. 
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